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Additional Comments

We concur with the conclusions of this order in that
revision of requirements (as provided on page 6) will protect'
water quality.

However, the petitioners request that the Board review
alternatives to the proposed discharge. The Boardis response
that there "would be no reason based on the protection of water
quality to require such review", 18 an unduly restrictive inter-
pretation of this Board's authority and responsibility.

Although the Porter-Cologne Act, it 1s true, 1s gener-
ally limited to water quality considerations of a proposed dis-
charge, this statute i1s by no means the sole directive to this
Board in the instant case,

The policy directives of the Legislature, as set
forth in the California Environmental Quality Act 6f 1970,
enables this Board (as well as all state agencies) to consider
a broader range of environmental concerns and requires that
"jong-term protection of the ehvironment“ be the "gulding
.cfiterion" in our decision making [Public Resources Code Sec-
tion 21001(d)]

Thus, to act upon a waste discharge requirement from
the limited consideration of the water quality aspects of the
discharge is to overlook factors relating to the larger envir-
onment which the iaw compels us to consider,

Alternatives to a proposed‘waste discharge (and a
proposed treatment and collection facility) should be consid-

ered by this Board. For example, water reclamation 18 to be
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. encouraged by this Board (Water Code Section 13512), Alterna-
tives to a proposed discharge involving reuse of highly treated
effluent should be considered by the Board., The Board should
base its declisions on broader environmental factors in order to
meet the objectives of the State's Water Reclamation Law and
the Environmental Quality Act.

Thereforé, the limited scope ofvthe Board's order .
has not permitted exploration of all of the petitioners' alle-
gations, Thus, while the Board's order, we are confident, will
protect water quality in the receiving waters, 1tlis not a full

response to petitioners' contentions,
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